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M28.  Would Policy H12 provide a justified and effective approach to achieving the 
dwelling size mix to meet London wide and local needs? In particular: 
a)  Does the dwelling size and mix identified in the 2017 SHMA provide a robust and 
realistic assessment of London wide needs?  
b)  Would policy H12 provide an effective and justified strategic framework to deliver 
the mix of homes needed? What is the justification for preventing boroughs from 
setting prescriptive dwelling size mix requirements for market and intermediate 
homes and would this approach be effective? Would it provide sufficient flexibility to 
meet local needs? In light of this and the need to optimise density would it make a 
sufficient contribution towards family homes?  
c)  Overall, would it meet the objective of Policy GG4 to deliver the homes Londoners 
need? 
 
The London Assembly has been concerned from the outset about the reliability of the 2017 
SHMA and the effect the resulting size mix would have on housing in London. We have used 
the evidence received1 from experts to take our concerns to the Mayor and Deputy Mayors for 
Housing and Planning, and we are grateful for some of the changes that have been proposed. 
We have asked for a SHMA scenario to be created based on reasonable assumptions2 – 
explained further below – but if that is not forthcoming, we do not believe the London Plan will 
be sound if policy H12 relies on the 2017 SHMA for size mix.  
 
We are concerned that policy H12 would create far too many one-bedroom units and not 
enough homes for families based on purely hypothetical scenarios. This would be the most 
inflexible approach, would not optimise density, and would not deliver the homes Londoners 
need. Boroughs should be able to set guidance for size mix based on local and sub-regional 
evidence of need. 
 

a) Does the dwelling size and mix identified in the 2017 SHMA provide a robust and 
realistic assessment of London wide needs? 

 

                                                 
1 Both informally and formally, see London Assembly Planning Committee meeting on the SHMA, 18 July 2018: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=258&MId=6563&Ver=4  
2 Please see letter sent by the Chair of the London Assembly Planning Committee to Deputy Mayors in the EiP 
Library 



Whilst the Assembly believes the 2017 SHMA provides a reasonable basis for establishing the 
overall need for market and affordable housing, there is cross-party agreement that the 
dwelling size mix identified in the 2017 SHMA fails to provide a realistic assessment of London-
wide needs. 
 
The principal scenario in the 2017 SHMA identifies a need for 36,335 1-bed dwellings annually 
over a 25-year period.  On this basis, the Plan aims to deliver in excess of 900,000 extra 1-bed 
units.  This compares to a total of only 720,000 dwellings with 1 bedroom (including bedsits) at 
the time of the 2011 Census.  The Plan would therefore more than double the number of 1-bed 
dwellings in the city. 
 
In contrast, the identified need for family housing (with 3 or more bedrooms) represents fewer 
than 19,000 dwellings each year with only a quarter of these (around 4,300 homes) being for 
low-cost rent.  This is despite the 2011 Census identifying over 370,000 households living in 
overcrowded homes with fewer bedrooms than they need based on objective measures; and 
60,000 households on Borough housing registers needing family housing now, most only able 
to afford low-cost rent. 
 
The Mayor’s housing strategy “A City for All Londoners” identifies that almost a quarter (23%) 
of London’s children live in overcrowded circumstances, which can affect their educational 
achievement.  The Assembly strongly believes that the 2017 SHMA fails to recognise the needs 
of these children. 
 
The principal cause of the implausible levels of 1-bedroom units in the SHMA is the 
hypothetical assumption that every household in rented housing will occupy at the bedroom 
standard. That is, every household in both social rent and market rent is assumed to live in a 
home without any spare rooms. 
 
Although the SHMA correctly states that under-occupation in the rented sector is only 8%, this 
does not take into account households with only one spare room.3 Looking at the English 
Housing Survey, we can estimate that 33% of private renters have one or more spare rooms. 
The assumptions in the SHMA would see this figure falling to 0%, an entirely hypothetical 
scenario that would never occur. There is no evidence that these renters would prefer to 
downsize, and private renters cannot be compelled to do so. 
 
The 2013 SHMA recognised that even in an expensive housing market, some households would 
be able to afford extra space in the market sector, so the need for market rent was assessed 
based on existing occupancy. The 2017 SHMA shows the outcome of this previous assumption 
as the first variant scenario (table 15), which identifies an annual need for 26,953 1-bed units.  
This is 9,382 fewer than the 2017 SHMA principal scenario: an overall reduction of 234,000 1-
bed units over the Plan period (alongside an equivalent increase in larger homes). 
 
The Assembly does not believe it is reasonable to assume that no households in market rent 
have a spare room.  It is an unrealistic scenario which cannot be considered robust.  There was 
no justification to change the assumption between the 2013 and 2017 SHMAs, and given the 
scale of the impact, it was wrong for the 2017 SHMA to say that the departures from the 
previous method are all “relatively minor”.4  The impact of changing this assumption was 
significant. 
 

                                                 
3 Under the bedroom standard, such households are not included in the definition of under-occupation 
4 Paragraph 6.3 



The assumption is also unrealistic for low-cost rented housing. 
 
Whilst households are normally allocated low-cost rented housing based on the size of home 
they need, it isn’t realistic to plan for a scenario where every household in low-cost rented 
housing occupies the “right” sized home at the same time: this is purely hypothetical. 
 
It has been long-standing practice for landlords to allocate social rented housing based on the 
size of home that households need at the time they move, but circumstances change over time 
– the 2011 Census showed that of London’s households in social rented housing, 154,000 
(19.6%) had one spare bedroom and a further 59,000 (7.5%) had two or more spare bedrooms; 
whilst over 135,000 (17.2%) were overcrowded with too few bedrooms for their needs. 
 
It is unrealistic that there will ever be a perfect fit, yet that is what the SHMA analysis assumes. 
Furthermore, a significant proportion of London’s population growth is among older people – 
predominantly single and couple households assessed to need 1 bedroom.  But older 
households in social housing are not subject to the “bedroom tax”, so have less reason to 
consider downsizing to homes without a spare room. 
 
Planning Practice Guidance states that needs assessments should not “consider purely 
hypothetical future scenarios, only future scenarios that could be reasonably expected to 
occur”.5  The 2017 SHMA principal scenario (Table 1) is a purely hypothetical future scenario 
that could never reasonably be expected to occur.  It is not robust and cannot be relied upon at 
all for determining size mix.  The variant scenario presented at Table 15 is an improvement, but 
this is still based on a hypothetical scenario and it cannot be relied upon either. 
 
The Assembly believes it is a serious omission for the 2017 SHMA not to have presented any 
future scenarios that could be reasonably expected to occur.  A table based on existing 
occupancy patterns was requested at the Technical Seminar about the SHMA,6 but no further 
scenarios have been provided. 
 
The Assembly has discussed these concerns with the Deputy Mayors for planning and housing.  
They have conceded that the principal scenario on which the draft Plan relies is only one of a 
number of scenarios presented by the 2017 SHMA, and they have emphasised that it will be for 
Boroughs to set out detailed size mix requirements in their Local Plans which take account of 
local evidence.  This concession is very welcome.   
 
Nevertheless, given the 2017 SHMA only presents hypothetical scenarios for size mix and 
reaches extreme and unrealistic conclusions, the Assembly considers it inappropriate for the 
Plan to have any regard to these findings and that it would be unsound for policy H12 to make 
any reference to the 2017 SHMA.  Instead, policy H12 should be amended to require Boroughs 
to produce suitable local and/or sub-regional evidence for the size and mix of dwellings needed 
in their local areas to inform relevant policies in Local Plans. 
 
 

b) Would policy H12 provide an effective and justified strategic framework to deliver the 
mix of homes needed? 

                                                 
5 Guidance: Assessment of housing and economic development needs, paragraph 3 (ID 2a-003-20140306) 
6 Table 7 presents an analysis of household growth on this basis, and this shows that the number of extra 
households needing 1-bed units represents only 9,585 per year based on the household projections (17.3%); 
although this does not factor in affordability, backlog need or vacant and second homes 



What is the justification for preventing boroughs from setting prescriptive 
dwelling size mix requirements for market and intermediate homes and would 
this approach be effective? 
 
Would it provide sufficient flexibility to meet local needs? 
 
In light of this and the need to optimise density would it make a sufficient 
contribution towards family homes? 

 
As we have set out above, the Assembly does not consider the SHMA can be relied upon for 
size mix and policy H12, and strongly believes boroughs should be able to set guidance for size 
mix for homes of all tenures, but at a very minimum all affordable tenures, including 
intermediate. 
 
We would like to see H12/C fully struck out, but at the very least: “intermediate” to be 
removed from H12/C and inserted into H12/D alongside low-cost rent, with subsequent 
changes to the supporting paragraphs where necessary.  
 
The Assembly is also concerned that if the 55% target for one-bed units identified in the 2017 
SHMA was achieved, it would – quite literally - build inflexibility into London’s housing stock. 
 
The draft London Plan is explicit that ‘one-person, one-bed units are the least flexible unit 
type’7.  Modern one-bed or studio units cannot easily be combined to form larger units the way 
that larger units can be broken up into smaller homes. 
 
The fact that many existing family homes are used by sharers and do not meet the need for 
which they are required should not be considered a reason against building more homes of 
three or more bedrooms (paragraph 4.12.2).  
 
Larger homes are the most flexible type of unit, and can serve the needs of many different 
household types, as well as diverse cultural requirements, and this adaptability has been 
consistently evident over time. 
 
An average of 19,300 new homes a year were built in London in the 2000s, but the net increase 
in the dwelling stock was actually greater at around 26,800 a year, higher than in any other 
decade since at least the 1960s due in significant part to conversions.   
 
Building larger family homes that are capable of conversion at a later date if required would 
‘future proof’ our housing stock.  Purpose built one-bed units cannot ever provide this 
flexibility.  It is difficult to prevent the loss of larger family sized units due to conversions, so it 
is important that the stock of family homes continues to be increased. 
 
Policy H12/B stated that “schemes consisting mainly of one-person units and/or one-bedroom 
units should be resisted”. The Assembly is firmly of the view that this clause must be restored to 
the plan to avoid building inflexible homes unsuitable for London’s needs, and an over-supply 
of small units. 
 
Building large numbers of one-bedroom units would also not meet GG2 to make the best use of 
land. One-bedroom units are most inefficient in terms of maximising land use and density – in 
terms of bedspaces and therefore people. On a given plot, you may be able to get a higher 

                                                 
7 Draft London Plan 2017, paragraph 4.12.5 



number of one-bedroom units, but that would deliver homes for a fewer number of people than 
larger unit sizes. 
 
 

c) Overall, would it meet the objective of Policy GG4 to deliver the homes Londoners 
need? 

 
The London Assembly does not believe that Policy H12 as drafted, whether it is reliant on table 
1 or 15 of the SHMA, will deliver the right sized homes Londoners need.  
 
As set out above, we believe the size-mix assumptions in the SHMA are unreasonable, and lead 
to an output suggesting a need for far too many 1-bedroom units, and not enough family 
homes. 
 
The SHMA does not take account of the unfulfilled housing needs of Londoners who are forced 
to move out of the city. According to figure 15 in the 2017 SHMA, net internal migration from 
London to the rest of the UK has nearly trebled since 2009. In particular, as figure 18 shows, 
out-migration of 25-39 year olds had been falling, but this too has risen considerably since 
2009. The SHMA presents this simply as a demographic trend, and not the result of choices and 
constraints faced by those living in London, who may be forced out due to the unavailability of 
suitable housing. 
 
The Mayor is aware of this as an issue. The 2018 Housing Strategy describe evidence that more 
than half of London’s main “blue-light” workers live outside London, and about 40% of nurses 
and teachers say they expect to leave London in the next five years because of housing costs.8 
Any requirement for these households, who move out of London through necessity and not 
preference, are not accounted for in the SHMA.  
 
The Plan should therefore reflect the Mayor’s Housing Strategy and emphasise the need for 
much greater numbers of family-sizes homes within Greater London. This will ensure mixed and 
vibrant communities, and that homes are available so that the workers who make the city run 
aren’t forced outwards in order to afford to raise a family. 
 
The Assembly believes that the size of homes built should reflect the identified needs of 
Londoners, and not reflect the impact of welfare (for example “the bedroom tax”) or the 
potential cost of new homes. Policy H12/D4 and D5, which say that size mix should take into 
account “the impact of welfare reform” and “the cost of delivering larger units and the 
availability of grant”, should be removed from the Plan.  
 
Taking those factors into account will only reduce the size of homes provided, and the 
reasoning for doing so is not based on need. As we have stated above, a large proportion of 
Londoners live in overcrowded accommodation, and both the Planning Committee and Housing 
Committee have heard evidence that lots of families are living in overcrowded accommodation 
in one- and two-bedroom units.9 In particular we have heard that overcrowding in the social 

                                                 
8 2018 London Housing Strategy, paragraphs 2.22 and 2.23, 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2018_lhs_london_housing_strategy.pdf  
9 In particular, see transcript to London Assembly Planning Committee session of 9 October 2018, on the topic of 
housing in Outer London and the evidence from Bexley and Ealing: 
https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/b17539/Minutes%20-%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Transcript%20of%20Housing%20in%20Outer%20London%20Tuesday%2009-Oct-
2018%2015.30%20Planning%20Co.pdf?T=9   



rented sector comes mostly from families with young children. It is therefore clear that the plan 
must do more to build greater numbers of family-sized units of all tenures. 
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